Appl.No. 10/686,107 

Amdt. dated 07/15/2008 

Reply to Office action of 04/15/2008 

REMARKS 

This Amendment is in response to the Office Action mailed 04/15/2008. Reconsideration 
in hght of the amendments and remarks made herein is respectfully requested. 

Claim Objections 

1 . The Examiner objects to claim 4 because the term intermediate network lacks proper 
antecedent basis. 

Applicant has amended the claim to replace "intermediate network" with --hostile data 
network--, a term having antecedent basis, and respectfiilly requests that the Examiner withdraw 
the objection to claim 4. 

Rejection Under 35 U.S.C. § 102 

3. The Examiner rejects claims 1-4, 6 and 1 1 under 35 U.S.C. § 102(b) as being anticipated 
by Agraharam et al, U.S. Patent No. 6,085,231 (hereinafter Agraharam). 

Regarding claim 1, apphcant has amended the claim to include additional elements 
including —wherein the first translation gateway is designed to verify that accounts of the users 
are current in response to obtaining outbound messages--. Applicant respectfully submits that the 
claims as amended is now patentable for the same reasons as claim 24. Applicant reserves the 
right to present the unamended claim in a later filed application and to traverse the rejection at 
such time. 

Regarding claim 2, applicant has amended claim 1 to include the elements of this claim 
and cancelled the claim. 

Regarding claim 3, apphcant relies on the patentability of the claims from which this 
claim depends to fraverse the rejection without prejudice to any further basis for patentability of 
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this claim based on the additional elements recited. Applicant has amended the claim to change 
the dependency because of claim cancellations. 

Regarding claim 4, applicant relies on the patentability of the claims from which this 
claim depends to traverse the rejection without prejudice to any further basis for patentability of 
this claim based on the additional elements recited. 

Regarding claim 6, applicant relies on the patentability of the claims from which this 
claim depends to traverse the rejection without prejudice to any fiirther basis for patentability of 
this claim based on the additional elements recited. 

Regarding claim 11, applicant relies on the patentability of the claims from which this 
claim depends to fraverse the rejection without prejudice to any fiirther basis for patentability of 
this claim based on the additional elements recited. 

Applicant respectfully requests that the Examiner withdraw the rejection of claims 1-4, 6 
and 1 1 under 35 U.S.C. § 102(b) as being anticipated by Agraharam. 

4. The Examiner rejects claims 13-19 under 35 U.S.C. § 102 (e) as being anticipated by 
Hamilton et al, U.S. Patent No. 6,981,023 (hereinafter Hamilton). 

Regarding claim 13, applicant has amended the claim to include --the first franslation 
gateway being designed to verify that accounts of users are current in response to obtaining 
outbound messages--. Applicant respectfully submits that the claims as amended is now 
patentable for the same reasons as claim 24. Applicant reserves the right to present the 
unamended claim in a later filed application and to traverse the rejection at such time. 
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Regarding claim 14, applicant relies on the patentability of the claims from which this 
claim depends to fraverse the rejection without prejudice to any further basis for patentability of 
this claim based on the additional elements recited. 

Regarding claim 15, applicant relies on the patentability of the claims from which this 
claim depends to fraverse the rejection without prejudice to any fiirther basis for patentability of 
this claim based on the additional elements recited. 

Regarding claim 16, applicant relies on the patentability of the claims from which this 
claim depends to traverse the rejection without prejudice to any further basis for patentability of 
this claim based on the additional elements recited. 

Regarding claim 17, applicant relies on the patentability of the claims from which this 
claim depends to traverse the rejection without prejudice to any fiirther basis for patentability of 
this claim based on the additional elements recited. 

Regarding claim 18, applicant relies on the patentability of the claims from which this 
claim depends to fraverse the rejection without prejudice to any fiirther basis for patentability of 
this claim based on the additional elements recited. 

Regarding claim 19, applicant relies on the patentability of the claims from which this 
claim depends to fraverse the rejection without prejudice to any fiirther basis for patentability of 
this claim based on the additional elements recited. 

Applicant respectfiiUy requests that the Examiner withdraw the rejection of claims 13-19 
under 35 U.S.C. § 102(b) as being anticipated by Hamilton et al, U.S. Patent No. 6,981,023. 

5. The Examiner rejected claims 26-35 under 35 U.S.C. § 102(e) as being anticipated by 
Gifford et al, U.S. Patent No. 6,549,612 (hereinafter Gifford). 
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Applicant has cancelled claims 26-35 but reserves the right to present these claims in a 

later filed application. 

Rejection Under 35 U.S.C. § 103 

7. The Examiner rejects claim 5 under 35 U.S. C § 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Agraharam in view of Gifford. 

Regarding claim 5, applicant relies on the patentability of the claims from which this 
claim depends to fraverse the rejection without prejudice to any further basis for patentability of 
this claim based on the additional elements recited. 

Applicant respectfully requests that the Examiner withdraw the rejection of claim 5 under 
35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being unpatentable over Agraharam in view of Gifford. 

8. The Examiner rejects claim 7 under 35 U.S.C § 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Agraharam in view of Roch et al, U.S. Patent Apphcation Publication No. 2005/0088977 

(hereinafter Roch). 

Regarding claim 7, applicant relies on the patentability of the claims from which this 
claim depends to fraverse the rejection without prejudice to any fiirther basis for patentability of 
this claim based on the additional elements recited. 

Applicant respectfully requests that the Examiner withdraw the rejection of claim 7 under 
35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being unpatentable over Agraharam in view of Roch et al, U.S. Patent 
Application Publication No. 2005/0088977. 



9. The Examiner rejects claims 9 and 10 under 35 U.S.C § 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Agraharam in view of Hamilton. 
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Regarding claim 9, applicant relies on the patentability of the claims from which this 
claim depends to fraverse the rejection without prejudice to any further basis for patentability of 
this claim based on the additional elements recited. Applicant has amended the claim to remove 
some elements that were added to claim 1 by amendment. 

Regarding claim 10, applicant relies on the patentability of the claims from which this 
claim depends to fraverse the rejection without prejudice to any fiirther basis for patentability of 
this claim based on the additional elements recited. 

Applicant respectfiiUy requests that the Examiner withdraw the rejection of claims 9 and 
10 under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being unpatentable over Agraharam in view of Hamilton. 

10. The Examiner rejects claims 20-22 under 35 U.S.C § 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Agraharam combined with Hamilton in fiirther view of Roch. 

Regarding claim 20, apphcant has amended the claim to include all of the limitations of 
dependent claim 23, which the Examiner indicated as being allowable, and any intervening 
dependent claims and cancelled claim 23. 

Regarding claim 21, applicant relies on the patentability of the claims from which this 
claim depends to fraverse the rejection without prejudice to any fiirther basis for patentability of 
this claim based on the additional elements recited. 

Regarding claim 22, applicant relies on the patentability of the claims from which this 
claim depends to traverse the rejection without prejudice to any fiirther basis for patentability of 
this claim based on the additional elements recited. 
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Applicant respectfully requests that the Examiner withdraw the rejection of claims 20-22 

under 35 U.S. C. § 103(a) as being unpatentable over Agraharam combined with Hamilton in 

further view of Roch. 

1 1 . The Examiner rejects claims 8 and 12 are rejected under 35 U.S. C § 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Agraharam in view of Nelson et al, U.S. Patent No. 6,741,705 (hereinafter 

Nelson). 

Regarding claim 8, apphcant relies on the patentability of the claims from which this 
claim depends to traverse the rejection without prejudice to any further basis for patentability of 
this claim based on the additional elements recited. 

Regarding claim 12, applicant relics on the patentability of the claims from which this 
claim depends to traverse the rejection without prejudice to any further basis for patentability of 
this claim based on the additional elements recited. 

Applicant respectfully requests that the Examiner withdraw the rejection of claims 8 and 
12 under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being unpatentable over Agraharam in view of Nelson et al, U.S. 
Patent No. 6,741,705. 

Allowable Subject Matter 

12. Applicant notes with appreciation the Examiner's allowance of claim 24. Applicant has 
amended claim 24 to make minor grammatical revisions. 

Applicant notes with appreciation the Examiner's indication of allowable subject matter. 
The Examiner objects to claim 23 as being dependent upon a rejected base claim, but indicates 
that the claim would be allowable if rewritten in independent form including all of the limitations 
of the base claim and any intervening claims. Applicant has amended independent claim 20 to 
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include all of the limitations of dependent claim 23 and any intervening dependent claims and 
cancelled claim 23. Applicant respectfully requests that independent claim 20 and all claims that 
depend therefrom be allowed. 



Conclusion 

Applicant reserves all rights with respect to the applicability of the doctrine of 
equivalents. Applicant respectfully requests that a timely Notice of Allowance be issued in this 
case. 

Respectfully submitted, 

BLAKELY, SOKOLOFF, TAYLOR & ZAFMAN LLP 

Dated: 07/15/2008 By /James Henry/ 

James Henry 
Reg. No. 41,064 

Tel.: (714) 557-3800 (Pacific Coast) 

1279 Oakmead Parkway 
Sunnyvale, CA 94085-4040 
Attachments 
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